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The settlement calls for the Universi- 
ty to grant librarians a 6 percent range 
adjustment effective January 1, 1984, 
and a | percent adjustment effective 
April 1, 1984. 

Last, fall, the University Federation 
of Librarians (which is affiliated with 
the University Council-AFT) filed an 
unfair labor practice charge with the 
Public Employment Relations Board, 
charging that the University had re- 
neged on an agreement to grant 
librarians the cost-of-living adjust- 
ment. 

This pay settlement was hammered 
out less than a month before PERB 
was to conduct formal hearings into 
the UFL’s charges. 


Key Issues: Security, Course Load, Benefits 


UFL—UC Settle 
Librarians’ 1983-84 
Range Adjustments 
as Bargaining Begins 


bargaining with the University, the University and Union reached agreement ona 
sticky salary question which had plagued librarians since last July. 


“The University’s settlement vin- 
dicates our claim that the AFT had 
reached agreement with the University 
in July to grant the range increases to 
librarians,” said Phil Hoehn, chair of 
the UFL. 

Hoehn arid Tom Martin, AFT field 
representative, met in July with Tom 
Mannix of the UC Collective Bargain- 
ing Office. At that meeting, the 
University offered to pay the range ad- 
justments. 

But within a few days, the University 
released information to all UC 
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Non-Senate Faculty To Vote 
On Collective Bargaining 


by Roz Spafford 
Adjunct Lecturer, Writing 
UC Santa Cruz 


When UC’s 2000 non-Senate faculty 
receive their collective bargaining 
ballots in early January, they will make 
one of the most important decisions of 
their professional careers. 

The University Council-AFT urges 
non-Senate faculty to read the election 


material, debate the issues, and, most’ 


importantly, TO VOTE. This election 
must not be decided by a small minority 
of faculty — all non-Senate faculty 
stand to benefit from collective 
bargaining and all must take part in 
this decision to improve their condi- 
tions of University employment. 

And a vote for the University 
Council-AFT — a vote for collective 
bargaining — is the only way non- 
Senate faculty can materially improve 
the conditions of University teaching. 
For collective bargaining will initiate a 
formal, two-way dialogue between the 
University and non-Senate faculty — 
the first time this dialogue will take 
place between equals. 

A vote for the University Council- 
AFT is a vote to better the status and 
professionalism that should be a part 
of University teaching, and it is a vote 
to end the arbitrary personnel actions 
and workload increases that have too 
often been part of the University ex- 
perience for non-Senate faculty. 

Over the years, the University 
Council-AFT has won several victories 
for non-Senate faculty, but the union’s 
hands have largely been tied without 
the official status that will be gained 
through this collective bargaining elec- 
tion. 

In these last months, the pre-election 
process has brought to light many 


VOTE 


issues non-Senate faculty have in com- 
mon and made sense out of them in versations cannot. As non-Senate 


ways that informal meetings and con- 


PERB Sets 
January Election 


At long last, the date has been set for the collective bargaining election 
for non-Senate faculty! 

A ballot will be mailed to non-Senate faculty on December 30, offering 
a choice between the University Council-AFT and ‘“‘no representative.’’ The 
ballots must be returned to the Public Employment Relations Board office 
in Sacramento by January 31 at noon. 

AFT members have been working hard on many campuses for a- 
number of years, representing faculty in grievances, challenging unfair per- 


` sonnel practices, distributing information on personnel policies, and 


meeting with the University on issues affecting non-Senate faculty in par- 
ticular. 

But without collective bargaining, much of our work has often been 
like pushing the proverbial rock up the proverbial hill: just when we think 
we see progress, down comes the rock. As long as we are not the exclusive 
representative of non-Senate faculty, we will have to go through the rock 
and hill story over and over again. 

With only the power to ask and advise, not the power to bargain, we 
will never be able to achieve equitable working conditions for non-Senate 
faculty. That’s why this election is so important. 


December 5: PERB mails sample ballots to all non-Senate faculty on 
the University’s list. These ballots do not contain arguments, just instruc- 
tions, so you should not wait for them to begin making your decision. 

December 30: PERB mails ballots to your home address. If you do not’ 
get a ballot, contact the UC-AFT at 415-893-0260 or call PERB at 
916-324-0141. If you taught during the fall quarter/semester, received a 
paycheck on November 1, and are in one of the job codes listed on the in- 
side of this paper, you should receive a ballot. 

January 9-20: If you have not received a ballot or have lost your 
ballot, you can request a duplicate one from PERB during this time period. 

January 31: Ballots must be received in the PERB office in Sacramen- 
to by noon to be valid. 

The University Council-AFT recommends that you vote as soon as you 


receive your ballot. If you have any questions, please contact the UC-AFT’s 
Statewide Campaign Office at 415-893-0260. 


_ reinstatement or 


faculty talk about the election, three 
issues surface again and again: job 
security, workload, and health benefits 
— particularly for part-time faculty. 


Job Security 


Job security is the area where lec- 
turers first feel the pinch of their posi- ` 
tions, and it is the area where the AFT 
won one of its most important victories 
for lecturers. 

In 1980, the University unilaterally 
attempted to establish a four-year limit 
on the length of time a non-Senate 
faculty member could teach more than 
half-time. The AFT challenged that 
limit in a suit filed with the Public 
Employment Relations Board (PERB) 
and won. 

The University appealed this deci- 
sion, but also rescinded the four-year 
rule (except at Berkeley’s College of 
Letters and Science). UC-AFT had 
won an important victory leading to 
continuation for 
many non-Senate faculty. 


ee 
UPDATE: On Nov. 23, the full Public 
Employment Relations Board denied 
the University’s appeal and upheld the 
University Council-AFT’s position and 
an earlier PERB Hearing Officer's 
decision rescinding the four-year rule. 
—_—_—_——— 


Campuses are still free to propose 
shorter terms of service — three, four, 
six years — as long as they observe pro- 
per procedures in doing so: “meeting 
and discussing’ with the AFT first. 
Without the right to exclusive represen- 
tation, these ‘‘meet and discuss” ses- 
sions can be mere formalities, like a 
ritual visit from a clergyman before an 
execution. Through collective bargain- 
ing such unilateral actions would be 


— continued on page 2 


University Council-AFT 


on-Senate Faculty 
Vote on Bargaining 
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Prohibited by law. 

Lost — and yet to be recovered — 
when the four-year rule was initially 
established was lecturers’ access to 
security of employment (SOE). Almost 
all lecturers were shifted from the track 
called ‘‘lecturer’’ to one called 
“visiting lecturer" (or sometimes ‘‘ad- 
junct lecturer’). 


What's in a name change? 
Sometimes everything. 
““Lecturers’’ are on a track parallel 


to that of tenure-track faculty: they are 
headed toward a review for security of 
employment. On the other hand, 
“visiting Jecturers’’ cannot receive 
security of employment unless they are 
reappointed on the “‘lecturer’’ track. 
The UC-AFT's position, developed 
by lecturers and visiting lecturers 
themselves, is that all non-Senate 
faculty should have access to security 
of employment. If the University can- 


not, because of financial constraints 
(an insufficient number of “PTE” or 
hard-money positions), grant SOF to 
the lecturers and visiting lecturers who 
merit it, the least it could do is to 
remove all arbitrary limits on terms of 
service, There is no reason why lec- 
turers or visiting lecturers who receive 
periodic positive reviews should be ask- 
cd to leave the jobs they do well at the 
end of an arbitrary number of years. 

Last, but not least, we lost our titles 
at the time the four-year rule was 
established and never got them 
back. 

“‘Lecturer’’ is not particularly 
descriptive of what we do, but it at 
least has a certain dignity. ‘‘ Visiting 
lecturer” is ironic, at best. 


How many people accept a job at a 
UC campus, pack up their households, 
and move to Santa Cruz or Davis or Ir- 
vine, only to receive an appointment 
letter that tells them they are 
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PEE TT 
“visiting : AAN 
“Visiting not only insults us; 


reduces are viability in the job oT 
And it is far from accurate. Sie 
other words for people who are ari ; 
ed in an uncertain position in eia 
place: “refugee’’ lecturer mig it 
ropriate. l 

i, pie our biggest victory a 
recovery of the cight-year aint 
only a partial victory. We must win : 
collective bargaining election to nd 
real job security for non-Senate faculty. 


Course Load 


On southern campuses and northern 
campuses, big campuses and small, 
non-Senate faculty bring up the same 
issue: workload. 

Some faculty are particularly con- 
cerned with pay inequities that follow 
from unfair course loads. Others are 
worried about benefits. Still others 
mention the difficulty of maintaining 
quality teaching as workloads are in- 
creased. And almost everyone Is Just 
plain tired. 

These varied concerns follow from a 
single question: how many courses per 
year should be considered full-time? 

The AFT won a significant victory 
regarding course load for non-Senate 
faculty at the Berkeley campus. As a 
result of the shift to. the semester 
system, the amount of work lecturers 
did at UCB would have increased 50 
percent with no increase in pay. 

The UC-AFT filed unfair labor 
practice charges with PERB. Subse- 
quent talks produced a 34 percent pay 
increase for faculty teaching three 
courses per semester, restoration of 
benefits, reinstatement of acting in- 
structors who had been demoted, and 
provision for TAs to help compensate 
for increased class size. 

At Santa Cruz, however, the news is 
not so good. . 

In November, 1982, the University 
proposed that all lecturers, except those 
in writing and languages, should have a 
full-time course load of six per year. 
Writing and language lecturers, the pro- 


. posal said, should teach eight. 


The AFT local at that campus ob- 
jected, arguing that writing and 
language courses are particularly time- 
consuming to teach, and that in any 
case an eight-course load was in- 
tolerable. Lecturers presented their own 
time-studies showing that the average 
writing course required 20-24 hours per 
week to teach, and thus that an eight- 
course load led to a 60-72 hour work 
week in two quarters out of three — 
apart from the required advising and 
committee work lecturers do. They 
pointed out that one course per quarter 
was considered 50 percent time for a 
TA. ` 

After a ‘‘meet and discuss” session 
with campus AFT representatives, the 
Univeysity proposed in March, 1983, 
that all lecturers teach eight per year. 
(Part-time lecturers would be paid on 
the basis of nine per year.) Another 
‘“‘meet and discuss” session followed in 
which lecturers from the AFT again 
argued that these workloads represented 
extraordinary unpaid overtime and 
would have serious impacts not only on 
the health of lecturers and on their pro- 
fessional growth but on the quality of 
teaching and the ability of lecturers to 
respond to individual students’ needs. 
The University responded in August, 
1983, with a policy establishing an 
eight-course per year load. 

Lecturers (visiting, adjunct and 
“‘plain’’) at Santa Cruz plan to file an 
unfair labor practice suit: by law, the 
University is required to meet and 
discuss with AFT representatives in 
good faith. No good faith is evident in 
its response to lecturers’ concerns. 

Course load varies from campus to 
campus and from department to depart- 
ment within campuses. But whatever 
lecturers on each campus think a fair 
course load should be, the Santa Cruz 
experience makes one thing clear: the 


rights we have now — to “me 
discuss’? with the University on 
issues — mean very little wh 
University can disregard these 
sions at will. 

A lecturer who was teaching fig 
courses per quarter last spring, paid o 
100 percent time, and who js Ri 
teaching two courses per quarter fae 
percent of his/her salary will fing 4 
hard to have faith in “mee n 
discuss’’ sessions. Only collecti 
bargaining will give us the strength í 
truly represent lecturers and i 
negotiate for decent working condi. 
tions. 

Course load is no abstraction to 
ple teaching three courses in 10 Weeks 
When we fight for a reasonable 
workload, we are literally fighting fo, 
our lives: our health, our home |; 
our own work. 


Health Benefits 


The issue of benefits is intimately tied 
to course loads because lecturer: .. 
eligible for health benefits only when 
they are teaching 50 percent time it 
more. If the course load is six COUrses 
per year, lecturers teaching one cours, 
per quarter are teaching 50 percent time 
and thus have access to a health plan, |; 
the course load is eight per year, One 
course counts at 37 percent time, and 
lecturers teaching one course have no 
health benefits. l 

When health care costs are as they are 
today, to exclude an entire class of 
employees from a health care plan at the 
flick of a calculator seems uncons- 
cionable. University officials have 
remarked that a lecturer teaching part- 
time for the University is probably 
working somewhere else as well and the 
other employer should have the burden 
of providing health care. (That ‘“‘other 
employer” is easier to imagine if you 
claim that a lecturer teaching one course 
is working 37 percent time, not 50 per- 
cent time.) 

Still, many part-time lecturers are 
performing or fine artists. That ‘‘other 
employer” may be an occasional show 
or concert stage — and concert stages or 
gallery owners are not known for 
generous health plans. 

Some part-time lecturers may well 
teach another course at another institu- 
tion — ending up with full-time work 
but no benefits at all. 

The University is on dubious moral 
ground when it refuses health coverage 
to employees as a cost-cutting measure 
— particularly when the administrators 
who make that decision are fully 
covered themselves. 

To exploit people, to leave them 
unrecognized and underpaid, and to 
refuse them health coverage is an unac- 
ceptable management practice. As 3 
public institution, the University has an 
obligation to preserve the health of ils 
students and employees. 

The AFT position, again formulated 
by part- and full-time lecturers 
themselves, is that anyone teaching onè 
course for one quarter at the University 
should have a paid health care plan — 
whether that course is counted 50 per 


cent time or 37 percent time. 
* + * 
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As we in the AFT continue talking t0 
non-Senate faculty about the upcoming 
election, other crucial issues maY 
emerge. The AFT position on thes¢ 
policies is shaped by the people they a 
fect: the non-Senate faculty themselves: 
Please let the members of your loc 
know your thoughts and the addition 
issues that seem critical. 

We realize that people’s stand O" 
these matters will vary according t° 
their situation; for that reason, YOU! 
local needs to hear from you — as 408 
the statewide University Council-AFT- 

Remember, though, that our ability 
to accomplish anything in these ares 
depends on your support. If you are" 
yet a member of the AFT, join today: 
you hope for change, vote for change < 
and encourage others to join you- 


> — Settle 
Can You Vote in Bargaining era 


7 P 
E s 
lection: Librarians 
Upwards of 2000 non-Senate faculty will ote on Title 
collecti’ bargaining in January, If you taught during Code Job Title 1 983-84 Range 
the fa juarter/semester, received a paycheck on 1919 Lecturer - 11 mos, CCM Continulty of Employment 4 
November 1, and are in one of the following job codes pti Ape emn Teacher Adjustmen $ 
| 9 ” oanior Lacturar ) mos 


you should have received a ballot by January 9. 
if you do not receive a ballot, call the University 
Council AFT Campaign Office at 415-893-0260. j 
The cligible voter job codes are: 


1602 
1610 
1616 


Senior Lacturer - 9 moa, 1/9 payment 

Senior Lecturer - 11 mos 

Senior Lecturer - 11 mos. CCM Continuity of 
Employment 

Substitute Teacher 

Supervisor of Physical Education - 9 mos. 

Supervisor of Physical Education - 10 mos. 

Supervisor of Physical Education - 11 mos. 

Supervisor of Physical Education Recalled 

Supervisor of Teacher Education 

Teacher - Lawrence Hall of Science 

Teacher - Special Programs 


— continued from page | 


employees that a range adjustment 
would be granted to everyone except 
those employees who had selected an 
exclusive bargaining representative in 
elections last spring. 


The UFL claimed the University had 
reneged on its word and was changing 


2427 
2100 
2105 
2110 
2106 
2220 
2650 
2460 


Title 
Code Job Title 

1555 Assistant in 
7140 
2150 
1500 
1505 
1510 


_ Summer Session 

Assistant Supervisor of Physical Education -9 mos. 
Assistant Supervisor of Physical Education - 11 mos. 
Associate In ___.. 9 Mos 

Associate In —_._ 9 Mos. 1/9 payment 
Associate In ——————— 11 mos. 


"op 


1550 Associate in __ 
2120 
2130 
2240 
2245 
2210 
2260 
2265 
2250 
2255 


Demonstration Teacher 


On November 1, six of -the nine 
uc Santa Cruz Extension English 
Language Program teachers received 
nationally advertised job announce- 
ments... for their own jobs. 

Hundreds of other teachers 
nationwide also received notice that 
in January the program would offer 
only two or three full-time teaching 
positions, and for the first time, the 
University would establish a ‘‘pool’’ 
of teachers who would -work at an 
hourly rate on a part-time or tem- 
porary basis. 

The University’s unilateral change 
in employment conditions prompted 
the teachers to file a grievance and 
seek aid from the University Council- 
AFT. In response, the AFT is 
representing the faculty members in 
their grievance and is filing an unfair 
labor practice charge before the 
Public Employment Relations Board. 
The teachers whose jobs are being 
advertised are the same teachers who 
earlier had filed a grievance over a 
new job evaluation ranking system. 
The ranking procedure totally 
relied on student and administrator 
evaluations and was intended to be 
used to set contract terms. After 
strong objections from ELP faculty, 


Summer Session 

Associate Supervisor of Physical Education - 9 mos. 
Associate Supervisor of Physical Education - 11 mos. 
Coordinator of Field Work - 9 mos. 

Coordinator of Fleld Work - 11 mos. 


Field Work Consultant - 9 mos. 
Field Work Consultant - 11 mos. 
Field Work Supervisor - 9 mos. 
Field Work Supervisor - 11 mos. 


» 1608 
1609 
1618 
1601 
1604 
1611 
2160 
2170 
1605 
1606 
1615 


Visiting Lecturer - 9 mos. 

Visiting Lecturer - 9 mos, 1/9 payment 

Visiting Lecturer - 11 mos. 

Visiting Senior Lecturer - 9 mos. 

Visiting Senior Lecturer - 9 mos. 1/9 payment 
Visiting Senior Lecturer - 11 mos. 

Junior Supervisor of Physical Education - 9 mos. 
Junior Supervisor of Physical Education - 11 mos. 
Lecturer - 
Lecturer - 
Lecturer - 


9 mos. 
9 mos. 1/9 payment 
11 mos. 


terms and conditions of employment 
on the eve of the start up of bargaining 
negotiations. 


Now that this pay issue is resolved, 
librarians will receive range ad- 


. justments equal to other employees. As 


a condition of the agreement, the UFL 
will not bargain any other salary in- 
creases for 1983-84. But all other mat- 
ters remain to be negotiated. 


UC—AFT Files Unfair Labor Practice Charge 
Administration Tries To Create 


Hourly Teacher ‘Pool’ at UCSC 


the administration reviewed and 
rescinded the ranking procedure but 
went ahead and used the already 
completed ranking order to set con- 
tract terms for current ELP teachers, 
much to the faculty’s chagrin. 


Background 

The UCSC English Language 
Program was formed in 1978 to in- 
struct foreign students in English 
language and American culture. By 
fall of 1979, the program had 
blossomed to 115 students. Since that 
high-water mark, enrollment has 
steadily declined due to a lack of ac- 


tive student recruitment and the 
global economic crisis. 
Although the program was sur- 


viving, it was on shaky ground. In 
1982, while administrative staffing 
was increased, senior teachers were 
pressured to leave and new incoming 
teachers were hired without employee 


benefits. , 

In the past, layoffs had been based 
on seniority, but last spring the 
program director decided to im- 
plement the new evaluation system 


which resulted in ranking ELP 
faculty. 
The new ranking system totally 


ignored teacher input. The ranking 
and evaluation relied on student 
evaluation (50%) and the opinion of 
the program coordinator (50%). 


Only teachers ranked one and two 
received full-year contracts. The 
others were given six-month contracts 
or no contracts at all. With no way 
to appeal the results and no guaran- 
teed rehire‘ rights, teachers were 
justifiably angered and frustrated. 


One faculty member filed an ap- 


peal challenging the new evaluation 
procedure. 


o e@ @ e À & 

Albert Einstein joined the AFT in 1938. 
Asked why he became a charter member of the Prin- 
ceton University Local of the American Federation of 
Teachers, Einstein commented: 
“I consider it important, indeed urgently necessary, 
for intellectual workers to get together, both to protect 
their own economic status and also, generally speaking, 
to secure their influence in the political field.” 

The issues remain the same today. Won't you com- 


plete the accompanying form and 
Council-AFT? 


MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION 
The University Council-American Federation of Teachers 


Name (Please Print) 
Campus 
Mailing Address 


Dept. 


a 
Clive n A ei ip 


Campus Phone 
Signature 


You can have your dues deduc 
onthly basis — u 


UC-AFT dues are 3/4 
$4 per month) 
P.S. Union dues are tax deductible 
Please return this form to: 


‘teachers joined 


J 


—————_—_________Home Phone 
date 


of 1 percent of monthly gross salary (minimum of 


University Council-AFT, 122 Cypress St., S 


Then in the fall, four other ELP 
the „grievance and 
other teachers publically supported 
the grievants. 

When the grieving teachers saw 
their jobs advertised nationally, the 
message was clear — don’t exercise 
your rights to file a grievance or 
challenge the University’s unilateral 
decisions to change employment terms 
and conditions. 


Now all ELP teachers have joined 
together to support the grievants, and 
the AFT is representing the teachers 
in an unfair labor practice charge 
before PERB, charging that the 
University has made a_ unilateral 
change in working conditions without 
conferring with the employees or 
their representative and has 
specifically retaliated against the 
grievants for exercising their legal 
rights. 


join the University 


Title 


KK 
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anta Ana, CA., 92701 
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UC Faculty in 55th Percentile 


New Study Shows Deep 
Erosion in Salaries 


A.E. Keir Nash, Political Science 
professor at Santa Barbara just com- 
pleted a study demonstrating how far 
UC salaries lag behind faculty salaries 
at comparable institutions. Published 
recently in a two-part series in Califor- 
nia Higher Education, Nash's research 
suggests that the administration's 
Standard comparisons actually 
understate the crosion of salary levels 
that has occurred in recent years. 

The report begins with an examina- 
tion of relative changes in salaries for 
UC campuses and the ‘‘comparison 
eight" schools used by the administra- 
tion since 1980. It demonstrates clearly 
that UC faculty have fared poorly 
relative to these other institutions, in- 
cluding surprisingly recession-ravaged 
Michigan. 

It argues next, however, that the 
comparisons fail to express the extent 
of this relative decline, and utilizes ex- 
tensive data from the annual salary 
surveys published by the American 


Association of University Professors 
(AAUP) to make a host of more telling 
comparisons, 

Nash compared UC salaries to those 
at all Ph.D. granting institutions, for 
instance, and found that we ranked at 
the 55th percentile in faculty salaries. 
Full professors, overall, did better than 
others in this comparison, and UCLA 
and Berkeley faculty generally did bet- 
ter than colleagues at the smaller cam- 
puses. Salaries of associate professors 
at Davis, Riverside, San Diego, Santa 
Barbara and Santa Cruz all ranked in 
the second quintile of salaries (that is, 
they fell in the 21st-40th percentiles). 

Numerous additional comparisons 
followed, all telling pretty much the 
same story. 

At several UC campuses, associate 
professors earned less than their 
counterparts at a majority of Califor- 
nia State University campuses. Com- 
parisons to schools in every region 
demonstrate a decline in recent years 


Librarians Begin 
Bargaining Negotiations 


The University Federation of 
Librarians began bargaining sessions 
with the University on December 2. 

These first sessions follow on the 
heels of a long process in which the 
UFL developed a comprehensive con- 
tract proposal, submitted it to the ad- 
ministration, and the University 


respcnded with its counter-proposal.... 


Now the UFL and the administration 
go to the table for face-to-face negotia- 
tions to bargain the first-ever contract 
for UC librarians. . 

Representing the UFL will be Joyce 
Toscan of UCLA who will serve as the 
union’s Chief Negotiator. Other 
members of the team will be Sylvester 
Klinicke (Irvine), Charles. Shain 
(Berkeley), Barbara Robinson (River- 
side), Justine Roberts (San Francisco), 
Peter Vigil (Davis), and Sally Weimer 
(Santa Barbara). Also on the UFL’s 
team will be Philip Hoehn (Berkeley), 
as UFL Chair, and Tom Martin, Field 
Representative of the California 
Federation of Teachers. 

“Our bargaining committee has 
worked hard over the last five months 
in researching and writing contract 
proposals,’ said Phil Hoehn, UFL 
statewide chair. 

‘‘These proposals were developed 
from a series of campus meetings 
where we got input from bargaining 
unit members. We also took into ac- 
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count librarians’ responses to earlier 
questionnaires, advice from our at- 
torneys and professional staff, as well 
as from librarians around the country 


who already had negotiated successful 
contracts. 


“Our proposals are far-reaching, 
and if agreed to will improve the work- 
ing conditions and compensation of 
UC librarians,” Hoehn continued. 
“At the same time, we are not asking 
for anything unrealistic, and I see little 
we will put forward which will surprise 
or cause difficulty for the administra- 
tion.” : 


making UC less and less competitive 
with better public and private institu- 
tions in other parts of the country, The 
basic conclusion that Nash reaches is 
that California has created a system of 
higher education unequalled across the 
nation — an elite system in the best 
sense of the word — but that eroding 
faculty salaries threaten to undermine 
the system. 

Since the appearance of a draft of 
Nash's report in the carly fall, efforts 
have been made to use the document to 
lobby UC systemwide administration. 
Nash has solicited support from a spec- 
trum of Senate faculty, including 
members of AAUP, Faculty Associa- 
tions, and University Council-AFT. 
Along with members of these groups, 
he held a meeting with Vice President 
Frazier to make his case and to en- 
courage the administration to 
Strengthen its case before the Regents 
and the state Legislature. 

UC-AFT supports these efforts and 


i | 


UNIVERSITY COUNCIL-AFT LEA 
statewide planning meeting. 


Full PERB Backs UC-AFT/Lecturers 


atts 7 “es 
~ é 


DERS shown during break in recent 


University Guardian 


welcomes the appearance of the report. 
Where we take issue with Professor 
Nash is in the recommendations that 
follow his factual findings. 

The data demonstrate the failure of 
the systemwide administration to make 
an effective case before the state 
Legislature. Useful as it may be in the 
short run to help the administration 
make a better case, faculty energies 
would be better spent working for a 
long-term solution to this dilemma — 
collective bargaining. 

Only when we have a strong and in- 
dependent voice arguing for our in- 
terests will our case be heard. 

Librarians voted last June for sucha 
voice and chose UC-AFT as their 
bargaining agent. Lecturers are voting 
this next month in a similar election. 
How long will Senate faculty wait to 
follow these leads? 


Tom Dublin 
History, UCSD 
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Four-Year Rule Rescinded — Again 


On Nov. 23, the full Public Em- 
ployment Relations Board ruled 
against a University appeal and 
upheld the University Council-AFT’s 
position and a earlier PERB hearing 
officer’s decision which rescinded the 
‘‘four-year rule” for lecturers. 

The Board ruled that the Univer- 


- sity must reinstate the eight-year rule 


on a systemwide basis plus rehire and 
provide back pay for lecturers laid 
off under the policy change. 

This favorable ruling for lecturers 
was based on an unfair labor practice 
charge filed by the University Coun- 
cil-AFT. 

Last December, a PERB officer 
ruled the University violated the 
Higher Education Employer-Em- 
ployee Relations Act by reducing UC 
lecturers’ teaching terms in 1980 
from eight to four years without first 
consulting with the UC-AFT, the 
employee organization which sought 
to represent them. 

The University appealed 
decision to the full Board. 

“We summarily affirm ‘the con- 
clusion that the University was 
obligated by HEERA to meet and 
discuss the lecturer policy change 
with the AFT, the non-exclusive 
representative,” the full PERB ruled. 

Consequently the ruling means that 
the University must consult with 
unions representing UC employees 
when making policy changes affecting 
those employees — during the pre- 
collective bargaining election period. 
The ruling affects some 30,000 UC 
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employees who have not yet had the 
opportunity to vote for an exclusive 
representative. 

Nancy Elnor, UC-AFT president 
called the ruling a ‘‘great victory for 
lecturers and a serious rap on the 


UC-AFT will, of course, defend these 
lecturers and seek their rehiring,”’ 
Elnor added. 

Last May, the University agreed to 
go back to the eight-year policy — 
everywhere except at the UCB School 


Non-Senate Faculty Vote 


.On Collective Bargaining 
l Story on Page 1 


hand for the University.” 

“The University must learn to deal 
in good faith with employees now 
that we have collective bargaining 
rights,” said Elnor, a UCB lecturer. 
“PERB in striking down the 
‘revolving door policy’ for lecturers 
demonstrated that UC employees 
have the right to be protected by a 
representative — although that 
protection is limited to non-binding 


‘meet and discuss’ sessions, unless 
employees vote for collective 
bargaining. 


“Next month if lecturers and other 
non-Senate faculty vote for the UC- 
AFT and for bargaining, they can 
really be protected, 
negotiated contract. 

“In the meantime, the four-year 
rule must end at all campuses. 
Despite UC proclamations, some 
campuses are still firing lecturers on 
the basis of the four-year rule. The 
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of Letters and Science — and rein- 
stated several hundred lecturers who 
had been laid off. According to the 
UCB Daily Californian, Milton Gor- 
don, the UC counsel in the case, said 
that the reversal had been made to 
“reduce the potential scope of our 
liability, meaning that if the 
University lost its appeal it would 
have to refund less back pay. , 

The ruling could amount to sub- 
stantial back payments, although the 
exact amount is unclear. But UC 
must only pay the difference between 
what lecturers would have earned had 
they not been laid off and what they 
did earn during the layoff period 
through other employment. ; 

The ruling requires the University 
to notify all former and current lec- 
turers affected by the decision within 
15 days. The decision stands unless 
UC appeals it into the state courts 
within 30 days. 
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